of items used as treatment, generalization, and pre/post measures were probed repeatedly in the baseline phase. Three "information probes" were conducted prior to treatment to measure production of semantically relevant content. Treatment was then applied sequentially to two sets of experimental items.
Baseline Phase Sixteen treatment items, 40 generalization items, and 16 pre/post items were probed during each baseline session. The number of baseline probes was extended across participants, with five as the minimum. Information probes contained two items from each list and category, totaling 36 items per probe. Three information probes were conducted in baseline.
Treatment Phase Treatment probes were conducted at the beginning of each session prior to treatment. The eight treatment items were randomized and probed after every two treatment sessions. The sixteen generalization exposure control items were probed at the beginning of every other session when not probing treatment items. During the treatment phases, the second set of items (treatment and generalization items) was probed approximately half way through the first phase, and repeatedly prior to initiating the second phase.
Information probes were conducted at the end of each treatment phase.
Maintenance and Follow-up Phases
The previously treated set (treatment and generalization items) was probed half way, and at the end of the second treatment phase. Follow-up probes for all lists and items were conducted at two and six weeks after treatment ended.
Probe Procedures and Dependent Variable
Probes were conducted repeatedly throughout all phases of the design in keeping with single-subject design conventions.
Confrontation Naming Probes. Performance on naming probes served as the basis for determining phase changes of the design. During baseline and treatment probes, each item was presented one at a time, for verbal naming in random order.
Naming responses were scored as correct or incorrect on the basis of the scoring system shown in Appendix C. Responses were judged on the first complete production within the allotted 20 seconds.
Semantic Information Probes. Semantic information probes were administered to examine amount of relevant semantic information provided about target items. The participant was allowed two minutes to respond. Words adding relevant and novel content to an item's description were counted as semantic information units (SIUs). Task instructions were, "I'm going to show you pictures one at a time. Instead of naming the picture, think about the picture and tell me as much as you can about it." Word counts were tabulated using Nicholas and Brookshire (1993) procedures. The SIU measure differed from Nicholas and Brookshire's Correct Information Units (CIU) in that SIUs excluded articles, auxiliary verbs, and conjunctions. Example transcriptions with SIUs underlined are shown in Appendix D.
Treatment

Semantic Feature Analysis Task
Treatment consisted of Sematic Feature Analysis as described by Boyle (2004) . However, slight modifications to the SFA chart were made to accommodate living and nonliving categories.
Exposure Control/Phonological Form Task Because repeated attempts at naming may result in improved naming in the absence of treatment (Howard, 2000) a set of items was presented for naming during the treatment session so that naming exposures were relatively equivalent; no feedback concerning naming accuracy was provided. In addition, improvements in semantic network access/organization may be masked by remaining phonological level processing deficits in some persons with aphasia. Consequently, another set of items was presented for naming during treatment and the correct name was provided in the event of inaccurate naming and feedback was provided for correct naming.
Results
The data representing naming accuracy during probes are shown in Figures 1-4. Effect sizes (d-index,: Bloom, Fischer, & Orme, 2003; Cohen, 1998) were calculated to measure the magnitude of change associated with treatment (Table 3) . Based on Beeson and Robey (2006) benchmarks for interpreting effect sizes, trained items ranged from small effects, 4.04 to large effects, 14.52. Generalization items for which participants were exposed to the phonological forms, showed small to medium effects. Generalization items that did not have phonological exposure had small to medium effects, 7.51. Effect sizes for pre/post items were small showing limited generalization. Each participant increased the amount semantic information provided during information probes, as shown in Figure 5 . Note: Participant 4 will complete the second phase of treatment within two weeks of this submission.
Discussion
In this study, SFA facilitated increases in naming accuracy of treated items. Generalization to untreated items when controlled for semantic relatedness, exposure during probes, and knowledge of phonological form, was mixed and findings will be discussed further in relation to participant characteristics. Further use of SFA as a compensatory strategy to provide semantic information could be beneficial, in addition it's use as a naming treatment. (German, 1990) ; OANB= Object and Action Naming Battery (Drunks & Masterson, 2000) ; PALPA= Psycholinguistic Assessment of Language Processing in Aphasia (Kay, Lesser & Coltheart, 1992) 
